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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



2. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by US 
Patent Number 5,592,631 to Kelly et al. ("Kelly"). 



3. In reference to Claim 1 , Kelly discloses an apparatus for use in a computer 
system comprising: a bus architecture (See Figure 2 Number 204); a plurality of 
modules connected to the bus architecture (See Figure 2 Numbers 203, 218, 219, and 
220); and a centralized bus arbiter (See Figure 3 Number 300) comprising: a first 
arbiter means for controlling initiating transactions on the bus architecture (See Figure 
1 and Column 2 Line 60 - Column 3 Line 2); and a second arbiter means for 
controlling return transactions on the bus architecture (See Figure 1 and Column 3 
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Lines 3-13); the first and second arbiter means operating independently of each other 
(See Column 2 Lines 40-43). 

4. In reference to Claim 3, Kelly discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 1 
above. Kelly further discloses a computer system comprising the apparatus (See 
Column 1 Lines 7-8). 

5. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by US 
Patent Number 6,012,1 18 to Jayakumar et al. ("Jayakumar"). 

6. In reference to Claim 1 , Jayakumar discloses an apparatus for use in a 
computer system comprising: a bus architecture (See Figure 2); a plurality of modules 
connected to the bus architecture (See Figure 2); and a centralized bus arbiter (See 
Column 7 Lines 46-49) comprising: a first arbiter means for controlling initiating 
transactions on the bus architecture (See Figure 3 Number 300); and a second arbiter 
means for controlling return transactions on the bus architecture (See Figure 3 Number 
308); the first and second arbiter means operating independently of each other (See 
Column 6 Lines 18-23). 

7. In reference to Claim 3, Jayakumar discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 
1 above. Jayakumar further discloses a computer system comprising the apparatus 
(See Column 1 Lines 11-14). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kelly as 
applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of US Patent Number 5,060,145 to 
Scheuneman et al. ("Scheuneman"). 

10. In reference to Claim 2, Kelly discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 1 
above. Kelly further discloses that the bus architecture has separate data (See Figure 
2 Number 205) and transaction (See Figure 2 Number 206) buses, and wherein the 
first arbiter means controls writes and transactions (See Column 2 Line 60 - Column 3 
Line 2 and Column 8 Lines 61-64) and the second arbiter means controls return 
transactions on the bus (See Column 3 Lines 3-13). Kelly does not disclose that the 
data bus is composed of separate read and write buses. Scheuneman teaches that it 
is well known to use separate read (See Figure 1 Number 16) and write (See Figure 1 
Number 17) buses. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to separate the single data bus of Kelly into separate read and 
write buses as taught by Scheuneman, resulting in the invention of Claim 2, in order to 
allow read and write requests to be operated in parallel, and thus improve the 
efficiency and bandwidth of the system by reducing bus contention (See Column 1 
Lines 58-61 of Scheuneman). 

1 1 . Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Kelly as 
applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of US Patent Number 5,838,603 to Mori et 
al. ("Mori"). 

12. In reference to Claim 4, Kelly discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 1 
above. Kelly does not disclose an integrated circuit comprising the apparatus. Mori 
teaches that it is well known to construct computer systems on a single integrated 
circuit (See Column 8 Lines 29-39). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to construct the computer system of Kelly as a system-on-chip as 
taught by Mori, resulting in the invention of Claim 4, in order to improve various 
characteristics of the system such as the operational speed, and reduce the production 
cost of the system (See Column 8 Lines 31-34 of Mori). 
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13. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kelly as 
applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of US Patent Number 5,046,023 to 
Katsura et al. ("Katsura"). 

14. In reference to Claim 5, Kelly discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 1 
above. Kelly does not disclose a graphics processing system comprising the 
apparatus. Katsura teaches a graphics processing system having a plurality of 
modules arbitrating for access to a bus (See Column 10 Lines 31-38). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to construct the graphics processing system of Katsura with the 
bus system and arbitration of Kelly, resulting in the invention of Claim 5, in order to 
improve the bus-memory throughput by allowing other bus traffic to use the system 
bus during the actual memory access by allowing the address bus and data bus to 
have different masters at the same time (See Column 2 Lines 8-1 1 and 56-57 and 
Column 3 Lines 23-25 of Kelly). 

15. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kelly as 
applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of US Patent Number 5,016,876 to 
Loffredo ("Loffredo"). 

16. In reference to Claim 6, Kelly discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 1 
above. Kelly does not disclose a games console comprising the apparatus. Loffredo 



Application/Control Number: 10/827,359 Page 7 

Art Unit: 21 11 

teaches a games console having a plurality of modules arbitrating for access to a bus 
(See Column 22 Line 62 - Column 23 Line 41). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to construct the games console of Loffredo with the bus system 
and arbitration of Kelly, resulting in the invention of Claim 6, in order to improve the 
bus-memory throughput by allowing other bus traffic to use the system bus during the 
actual memory access by allowing the address bus and data bus to have different 
masters at the same time (See Column 2 Lines 8-1 1 and 56-57 and Column 3 Lines 
23-25 of Kelly). 

17. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jayakumar as applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of Scheuneman. 

1 8. In reference to Claim 2, Jayakumar discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 
1 above. Jayakumar further discloses that the bus architecture has separate data 
(See Column 4 Lines 44-46) and transaction (See Column 4 Lines 37-44) buses, and 
wherein the first arbiter means controls writes and transactions (See Figure 3 Number 
301 and Column 5 Lines 3-5) and the second arbiter means controls return 
transactions on the bus (See Figure 3 Number 308 and Column 5 Lines 5-7). 
Jayakumar does not disclose that the data bus is composed of separate read and write 
buses. Scheuneman teaches that it is well known to use separate read (See Figure 1 
Number 16) and write (See Figure 1 Number 17) buses. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to separate the single data bus of Jayakumar into separate read 
and write buses as taught by Scheuneman, resulting in the invention of Claim 2, in 
order to allow read and write requests to be operated in parallel, and thus improve the 
efficiency and bandwidth of the system by reducing bus contention (See Column 1 
Lines 58-61 of Scheuneman). 

19. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jayakumar as applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of Mori. 

20. In reference to Claim 4, Jayakumar discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 
1 above. Jayakumar does not disclose an integrated circuit comprising the apparatus. 
Mori teaches that it is well known to construct computer systems on a single integrated 
circuit (See Column 8 Lines 29-39). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to construct the computer system of Jayakumar as a system-on- 
chip as taught by Mori, resulting in the invention of Claim 4, in order to improve various 
characteristics of the system such as the operational speed, and reduce the production 
cost of the system (See Column 8 Lines 31-34 of Mori). 

21. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jayakumar as applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of Katsura. 
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22. In reference to Claim 5, Jayakumar discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 
1 above. Jayakumar does not disclose a graphics processing system comprising the 
apparatus. Katsura teaches a graphics processing system having a plurality of 
modules arbitrating for access to a bus (See Column 10 Lines 31-38). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to construct the graphics processing system of Katsura with the 
bus system and arbitration of Jayakumar, resulting in the invention of Claim 5, in order 
improve the latency, bandwidth, and scalability of the system (See Column 3 Lines 1-5 
of Jayakumar). 

23. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jayakumar as applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of Loffredo. 

24. In reference to Claim 6, Jayakumar discloses the limitations as applied to Claim 
1 above. Jayakumar does not disclose a games console comprising the apparatus. 
Loffredo teaches a games console having a plurality of modules arbitrating for access 
to a bus (See Column 22 Line 62 - Column 23 Line 41). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to construct the games console of Loffredo with the bus system 
and arbitration of Jayakumar, resulting in the invention of Claim 6, in order improve the 



Application/Control Number: 10/827,359 
Art Unit: 2111 



Page 10 



latency, bandwidth, and scalability of the system (See Column 3 Lines 1-5 of 
Jayakumar). 

Response to Arguments 

25. Applicant's arguments with respect to Claims 1 -6 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas J. Cleary whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3624. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday (7-3), Alt. Fridays 
(7-2). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Rinehart can be reached on 571-272-3632. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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